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This paper examines how literacy is defined and enacted by teachers in early
childhood programmes pointing to the differing ways views of early literacy
impact practice. It is argued here that early literacy development during the years
before school is dependent on children’s experiences of having literacy activities
modelled around them and the ways in which adults include them in their
everyday literacy interactions. Early childhood teachers reveal differing under-
standings of early literacy during the years before formal school and this impacts
their decisions concerning literacy activities and practice within their preschool
rooms. Three early childhood teachers are presented here, through video clips
and video-stimulated interviews around their literacy activities with preschool
children. They demonstrate a range of practice which is shown to depend on their
views of young children’s literacy development. These vignettes have implica-
tions for further professional discussion and learning.
Keywords: early years; early literacy preschools; teaching practice
Introduction
It is a widely held view that learning to read and write in the school setting will be
easier for the child who has experienced rich home and preschool literacy practice,
which introduce them to the world of print and messages in texts (Clay 1991;
Purcell-Gates 1996). More recently, the significance of the early years and preschool
contexts as sites for learning, where children can develop understandings of the
purposes and functions of literacy, has been reinforced by Australian Government
initiatives at both the national and state levels (Commonwealth of Australia 2009;
State of Victoria 2008). Documents outlining these reforms highlight the importance
of children developing effective communication skills with particular emphasis
being placed on literacy. While this does not imply that preschools take on the role of
formal literacy instruction it legitimises discussion of literacy in preschool contexts
and challenges teachers to address issues around the teaching of literacy concepts
that form the foundation of more sophisticated conventional literacy skills. Yet,
empirical research has yielded diverse and even contradictory findings about
teachers’ views of literacy and their role in promoting early literacy (Fleer and
Raban 2006; Hannon and James 1990; Lynch 2009; McLachlan et al. 2006; Scull,
Brown, and Deans 2009; Ure and Raban 2001). In light of this, the aim of this study
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of teaching practice was to examine how definitions of literacy are articulated and
elaborated and how these are enacted in teaching practice.
Literacy through different lenses
Conceptualisations of literacy differ over time and while few teachers would argue
against the beneficial outcomes for children that arise from the ongoing development
of theoretical understandings among educators about literacy and research-led
practice, it is nevertheless challenging for teachers as they reconcile the divergent
and often conflicting claims of the various framings of literacy.
A reconceptualisation of literacy teaching and learning is reflected in definitions
of literacy as a social practice (Gee 2001; Luke 1997; Street 1997). In contrast to
views of literacy as neutral and autonomous, defined as a specified set of skills that
can be applied across all social and cultural contexts with generally uniform effects,
a social orientation to literacy is based on the claim that literacy varies from one
context to another with the meaning and purposes of activities derived from cultural
processes (Street 1997). This view of literacy emanates from a Bakhtinian view of
language as essentially dialogic and socially constructed (Purcell-Gates, Jacobson,
and Degener 2004, 29). Sociocultural approaches to literacy reflect intellectual and
ideological shifts in which the new world order is seen as less predictable, less
logical and more multifaceted, with an emphasis on the complex relationships
between literacy and social, political, linguistic and historical realities (Whitmore
et al. 2004). Consequently, a social literacies perspective embraces critical theory,
which challenges teachers to consider relations of power as central to language and
literacy and to ‘reshape literacy education in the interest of marginalised groups of
learners who have been excluded from access to the discourses and texts of dominant
economies and cultures’ (Luke 1997, 143).
Within this view, literacy practice is broader than the act of print-based reading
or writing. Also expanded is the term ‘literacy’ which has been redefined to
incorporate new literacies for new times (Unsworth 2002). The New London Group,
formed in 1996 (Cope and Kalantzis 2000), encapsulated these new ways of
conceptualising literacy in the term ‘multiliteracies’. In contrast to traditional print-
based teaching approaches, proponents of multiliteracies claim that children should
develop awareness of, and increasing degrees of competence, with the pluralities of
technologies by which meanings are signified. These researchers suggest that
children need to understand the range of representational forms that are now
increasingly significant in the overall communication environment (Cope and
Kalantzis 2000; Durrant and Green 2000; Luke and Luke 2001; Unsworth 2002).
However, even within multimodal texts the linguistic mode remains significant
and interfaces with a range of design elements (visual, spatial, gestural, audio) in the
meaning-making process. Hence, despite the radical changes in text production
resulting in new text forms, the primacy of linguistic forms of communication
through print remains central to many of these texts (Lankshear and Knobel 2003;
McNaughton, 2002; Neuhaus et al. 2006; Unsworth 2002). It is argued by proponents
of new literacies that fundamental to this increasing range of skills is the need for
children to be competent users of language in a range of modes with foundational
skills in reading and writing central to literacy learning. Furthermore, it is
acknowledged that new forms of electronic publishing will impact significantly on
380 J. Scull et al.
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the communications networks of the future, with propositional linguistic forms
continuing to be incorporated in these texts (Lankshear and Knobel 2003).
Alongside the preceding accounts of literacy practice, which aim to broaden
conceptualisations of literacy, is the pervasive view that defines literacy as primarily
print-based and derived from a cognitive skills perspective (Purcell-Gates et al.
2004). From a cognitive perspective, print literacy acquisition follows specific
developmental milestones. Although social context is not ignored, it is generally
understood that learning to read and write involves a similar staged, sequenced
process for all children (Chall 1983; Ehri 1998). When translated into practice, this
approach emphasises the teaching of sub-skills, of alphabetic principles through
decoding, blending and segmenting word parts to develop phonemic awareness and
automatic word recognition towards comprehension (Adams 1990).
Perhaps the most promising development of recent times has been the attempts to
reconcile these various positions. Lo Bianco and Freebody (2001, 56) in Australian
Literacies state that ‘optimally skills development for all children should be an
explicit and priority objective but one that is delivered richly embedded within
meaningful pedagogies’. Similarly, Durrant and Green (2000) in their articulation of
literacy in ‘3D’ emphasise learning that brings together the operational, the cultural
and the critical. Importantly, this implies that it is counterproductive to start with
issues of skills and techniques outside of authentic contexts of situated social
practice. Likewise, Purcell-Gates, Jacobson, and Degener (2004) attempt to
reconnect the social and cognitive, considering the development of print literacy
through a ‘widened lens’. These authors envisage the relationship between the
sociocultural and the cognitive as relating transactionally in a nested relationship,
with literacy learning occurring within the context of socioculturally constructed
literacy practice. The integration of social and cognitive views of literacy represents
the concept of early literacy prevalent in preschools.
Early literacy
In preschool contexts, the concept of early literacy captures the accumulation of
skills, knowledge and attitudes that formal instruction is built upon (Clay 1991;
Purcell-Gates 1996; Raban 2000; Whitehurst and Lonigan 1998). Such views of
early literacy promote the preschool period as a time when young children develop
literacy-like behaviours through exposure to interactions in the social contexts in
which literacy is a component (Whitehurst and Lonigan 1998). Furthermore,
distinguishing early literacy from pre-reading and reading readiness perspectives is
an understanding that reading, writing and oral language develop concurrently and
interdependently, supporting a gradual process of children becoming literate (Clay
2001; Raban 1999; Whitehurst and Lonigan 1998). A recent study of current literacy
programmes in the European Union (Tafa 2008) found preschool literacy acquisition
instruction was generally based on the principles of emergent literacy, with children
encouraged to understand the form and functions of written words. Rather than skill
and drill activities with a focus on visual and auditory development, associated in the
past with concepts of ‘readiness’, Tafa (2008, 168) found that ‘today conditions and
situations are created and activities initiated within the classroom that allow children
to approach the written word through actions that have meaning for them and a clear
purpose and communication’.
International Journal of Early Years Education 381
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As Crawford (1995) has pointed out, the clash of paradigms and methodologies
with different messages for teaching practice has been unhelpful in the literacy
education of our youngest children. Because of this we choose to use the term early
literacy, rather than ‘emergent’ literacy which has theoretical and practical
implications which could limit our study (Raban et al. 2009). What is required is
a more detailed understanding of the literacy experiences young children see
modelled around them during their preschool years and the ways in which adults
involve and include young children in every day literacy events and activities.
Preschool teachers need to understand the different forms literacy takes in the life
experiences of the children they work with, they need to have a clear understanding
of the principles of early learning and provide resources appropriately, with
interaction styles conducive to supporting young children’s increasing interest in
literate action for authentic purposes. Teachers who recognise the impact of
deliberate and intentional interventions through the everyday flow of preschool
experiences will significantly impact the early literacy development of young
children as they build conceptual frameworks for understanding later literacy
instruction.
This paper sets out to ascertain how literacy teaching and learning is defined and
orchestrated with implications for teaching practice, policy and research noted.
Teacher Research Study
The Young Learners’ Project  Teacher Research Study involves up to 25 preschool
teachers working in government funded preschools located in diverse parts of
Melbourne, Australia. This project is part of the larger Young Learners’ Project,1 a
six-year study (20072012) that maps and connects factors that impact on early
literacy development including preschool teacher beliefs and practice, home life and
personal learning characteristics. The primary goal of the teacher research is to map
and profile the beliefs and practice, and the interconnectedness between these beliefs
and practice of preschool teachers in relation to early literacy development.
The focus reported in this paper was on conceptualisation of literacy in preschool
contexts outside of the more traditionally acknowledged literacy tasks such as story
reading and drawing activities. The study analysed teaching interactions during a
learning experience each teacher personally selected to support children’s literacy
learning. Analysis of these experiences was seen as a way of providing an insight
into how literacy was conceptualised and practiced in preschool contexts. The data
for the study reported in this paper comprised of preschool teacher survey responses,
video recordings of practice and video-stimulated teacher interviews. Ethics approval
was obtained through the University of Melbourne protocols ensuring that
appropriate permissions were obtained to interview and video-record the teachers,
also ethics approval was obtained from parents whose children were filmed during
the progress of the research study.
In total 14 complete data-sets, drawn from teachers involved in the research
project from 2008 to 2009, were utilised. Along with demographic information, the
survey questions selected for this study related to teachers’ understanding of literacy
in the early childhood context and how they saw their role in fostering children’s
early literacy (Appendix 1). Interview data related to their role in children’s literacy
development and an explanation of the aim and purpose behind the selected literacy
experience (Appendix 2). These data were able to provide an understanding as to
382 J. Scull et al.
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how literacy was defined and how this knowledge translated into their practice. This
allowed researchers to gain an insight into how these teachers embedded literacy into
their early childhood programmes.
Out of this group of 14 teachers, 1 had a master’s degree, 8 held bachelor’s
degrees, comprising 4 years training, whilst the other 5 had a 3-year teaching
qualification. It is interesting to note that 7 of the 14 teachers also had previous
experience of teaching in primary schools whereas the other teachers had a range of
experiences including out of school hours care, working in childhood intervention
services, experience as a nanny and working in long day care settings.
Central to the analysis were the assumptions that meaning is historically
contingent, contextually bound, socially constructed and always problematic. ‘Any
search for meanings must be situated in the practical context within which they are
voiced’ (Britzman 1991, 14). In this analysis, a prepositional/content analysis was
undertaken as a way to identify themes within the data. A content analysis (Miles and
Huberman 1994) was carried out on the selected data-sets utilising Henri’s thematic
unit of analysis to allow for the extraction of deeper meaning from the text without
the constraint of word, sentence or paragraph limitation (Herrington and Oliver
1999). Therefore in coding the interview responses, video and interview transcripts,
the ‘unit of meaning’ could vary from a single word to a sentence or paragraph to a
theme, capturing the intent of the teaching through this flexible approach (Rourke
et al. 2001; Schellens and Valcke 2006).
Reliability and being able to work across different data-sets (surveys, videos and
interviews) allowed for the checking and cross-checking of themes. In the data-sets,
explicit statements were the norm as teachers defined and discussed their teaching
practice. The analysis considered how the teachers articulated definitions of literacy
through their survey responses, elaborated on these understandings at interview, and
translated these perspectives into practice through observations of self-selected
literacy events alongside reflections of their practice via video stimulated discussions.
Results
The results reported here draw across the 14 teacher data-sets exploring teachers’
orientations to early literacy with particular attention to illustrative accounts of
practice. Included in this are three teacher case studies which represent various views
in relation to literacy teaching in the preschool context and how these translate into
literacy practice. It is argued that these three case studies are representative of the
differing views of literacy displayed by the 14 teachers who took part in this study.
When asked to define literacy, teachers’ aggregated responses covered a broad
spectrum of terms indicating conceptualisations from skills-based perspectives to
those that prioritised the social functions and purposes of literacy. Explicitly,
teachers referred to literacy as communication, understanding, comprehending or
gaining and expressing meaning. The term ‘representation’ was used, with specific
links to the recognition of symbols and signs used to convey meaning, suggesting an
orientation to ‘multiliteracies’ (Cope and Kalantzis 2000), as encompassing a range
of semiotic modes enabling a plurality of forms of expression and interpretation.
Also acknowledged are the traditional areas of language, reading and writing, as
connected to children’s literacy development. Definitions included references to sub-
skills such as phonemic awareness, letter and word recognition and the development
of concepts particular to print. However, consistent across the data in elaborations of
International Journal of Early Years Education 383
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literacy teaching was the emphasis on activities that were engaging and enjoyable
with a focus on tasks that were purposeful and rich with meaning. Whilst there was
an agreement on this aspect, it still led to different implications for individual
practice and the provision of a range of opportunities for children to learn about
literacy.
Complementing these definitions are the classroom observations that reveal
translation to practice. It is important to reiterate that the events reported here
exclude storybook reading and drawing/writing activities. The range of experiences
selected to foster children’s early literacy was diverse and in one instance, included
oral language activities such as ‘how my fan works’ where children provided
explanations as the teacher recorded the children’s text; in another instance, making
hats which entailed children working with the teacher to construct hats and describe
the process, and in another instance to describe blossom emphasising vocabulary
development (‘delicate’, ‘fragile’) and use of metaphor (‘It’s raining petals’).
Narrative retellings proved popular experiences with traditional fairy tales chosen
such as Goldilocks and the Three Bears and Jack and the Beanstalk along with the
aboriginal dreamtime story Tiddalick, the Frog Who Caused a Flood (Roennfeldt
1980). The telling of these stories was supplemented by either the use of a felt board
or puppets. Other experiences comprised of cooking activities where children
worked with a recipe to cook biscuits or gingerbread men; songs and rhymes either
already known by the children or involving the children in substituting new words
for known rhymes and songs; letter games linked to the children’s names; interactive
reading where the children were invited to read the text with the teacher with a strong
emphasis on letter identification; and making signs with children preparing labels for
their constructions and outdoor play.
While the aggregated data-set identifies the ability to clearly conceptualise
literacy for preschool contexts and a willingness to embrace literacy in early
childhood programmes, as noted earlier, the intention in analysing and reporting
these data was also to ascertain levels of coherence and alignment between these
definitions and actual practice. The three case studies that follow juxtapose
definitions, elaborations and translation into practice, capturing the teachers’ voice,
as examples of the range of views and practice within the complete data-set.
Case study one  Sabrina
At the time of this study, Sabrina had worked in preschools for 19 years, her
professional qualifications include a masters of education (by research).
In defining literacy Sabrina states:
I prefer the term ‘literacies’. I see it as a practice that reflects how individual children
(and groups) see and ‘read’ the world and interpret it through many ‘languages’.
Her elaboration includes the following:
Literacy is a dynamic and interactive process where the child expresses/communicates
his/her ‘inner world’ to his exterior world.
This primarily social orientation to literacy notes the dynamic relationships between
literacy and the social interpretations and representations of individuals and groups
384 J. Scull et al.
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in society. Furthermore, Sabrina’s emphasis on literacy practice, grounded in socially
sanctioned ways of reading and writing, is seen as a resource for participation and
interaction in society. There are strong links here to the literacy event observed.
Sabrina’s self-selected literacy activity followed the reading of Haiku poetry and
invited the children to closely examine apple blossom in a vase and consider their
sensory responses to this stimulus. Drawing on the metaphors introduced in the
poems the children were encouraged to use symbolism and personification to
represent how the blossom looks, feels and sounds. Her discussion of this activity
references the ideology of people as connected to the land and world around them
and the inter-subjectivity of how meanings are created and understood:
Here I am trying to achieve the notion of sensory reality . . . it’s sort of for the children
to be connected with the land and whatever is happening around them, and not to be
indifferent to anything.
Literacy is positioned here as a social practice where the meaning and purpose of the
activity is derived from cultural processes (Street 1997). It is socially constructed
transmitting cultural and historical knowledge enabling children ‘access to the
valued literacy heritage of a culture’ (Ludwig 2003, 1).
Case study two  Kate
Kate has taught in preschools for 14 years and has a diploma in teaching (early
childhood) and bachelor of education (early childhood).
In defining literacy Kate states:
It’s not just reading and writing, but also encompasses a range of things: talking,
listening, thinking, doing/playing, observing, creating.
Her elaboration includes the following:
When we are learning about a concept we don’t just learn about it from one angle, I
would use maybe a visual cue, an auditory cue, a sensory cue, because I think children
have different styles in learning, and that sort of interdisciplinary approach probably
works best.
Literacy as encompassing a range of semiotics is evident in Kate’s definition and her
elaboration. Moreover, a holistic view of the child as a learner is clearly evident, with
this further reflected in her interdisciplinary approach that integrates literacy
concepts in content curriculum areas. Apparent are clear parallels to sociocultural
perspectives that embed literacy learning in meaningful contexts and highlight the
purpose and functions of literacy. This view maps well to practice when considered
in light of her self-selected literacy event. Kate selected a cooking activity that
involved the children reading an enlarged recipe which included words and pictures
as ingredients were labelled and instructions outlined. When probed to discuss this
event Kate stated:
In literacy, reading the recipe, you know print conveys meaning. That writing has a
purpose, so it’s meaningful. We’ve got pictures there, and so, understanding that these
little symbolic representations actually mean something. I’ve got the written word as well
International Journal of Early Years Education 385
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as the picture word, and I think it’s just to show them different ways of reading, that you
can read pictures, that you can read words, you can read symbols, you can read signs.
Here literacy is embedded within authentic contexts and purposes of learning which
give priority to matters of practice and meaning (Durrant and Green 2000). Literacy
is viewed as more than having the ability to operate the language system; instead it
empowers the children to actually be able to do things in their world and to achieve
set purposes.
Case study three  Cathy
Cathy’s background experiences include teaching in primary schools for 13 years
and preschool teaching for 16 years. She has a bachelor of education (early
childhood) and diploma of teaching (early childhood).
In defining literacy Cathy states:
Gaining meaning from print, print as constant. Gaining pleasure from books. The ability
to communicate through print.
Her elaboration includes the following:
It’s sort of the idea with literacy, it needs to be fun, it needs to be enjoyable. It needs to
feel like you can do it and it’s successful. And if you feel like that and if you’ve got the
‘I can’ attitude, then the actual skills that you need, those word attack skills and those
things will come, will come easier.
Cathy emphasises print-based literacy in her definition and elaboration, and
highlights the skills needed for children’s effective participation in literacy learning.
Importantly, this bridges the cognitive and affective domains, with children’s
attitudes and self-belief emphasised alongside teaching to decode and encode print.
Salient also is the role of pleasure, both gained from reading books and literacy-
learning tasks. This third case study also reveals the close alignment between
teachers’ views of literacy and the activities enacted. Cathy selected a ‘letter
concentration’ game where children were required to find the letters (upper and
lower case) to spell their name. This event encouraged the development of print
concepts within an engaging context for children. Her discussion of this task follows:
What they’re doing is they’re playing a game where they pick up a letter, and if they
need it in their name they can put it on their card in the box in the appropriate place,
which is showing quite a lot of knowledge of the alphabet.
Literacy is conceptualised by this teacher as technical competence where children
need certain knowledge to be able to operate the language system to then use it ‘for
one’s own meaning-making purposes’ (Durrant and Green 2000, 99).
Discussion
The views and practice represented in this study have relevance and currency for
early literacy teaching and learning in preschool contexts and warrant further
consideration.
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First and importantly, apparent from the data analysis is that teachers recognised
the importance of early literacy for young children, and saw the provision of
experiences to support learning in this area as falling within their teaching
responsibility. All teachers were able to articulate the literacy learning opportunities
the activity they choose afforded. The preschool teachers’ level of awareness of the
importance of literacy learning and commitment to this aspect of learning is
consistent with contemporary reform efforts and recent understanding of literacy as
beginning early, before formal schooling. This means that preschool teachers play a
significant role in providing opportunities for young learners to explore and
experiment with literacy learning thereby laying the foundation for later learning.
Second, the self-selected experiences were particularly revealing in that they
scope a broad range of literacy learning tasks. Despite the researcher exclusion of
reading to children and drawing for this third activity, a number of teachers based
their third literacy activity around texts read to the children, retelling familiar stories,
working within a largely traditional, storyreading framing of literacy teaching where
the book acts as a prompt for a follow-up activity. However, in many instances,
literacy was seen as embedded in daily tasks and children’s play. Teachers’
positioning of literacy teaching in this broad range of activities reflects a social
orientation to literacy teaching, with literacy learning seen as purposefully embedded
in the everyday activities. Examples included, cooking, sign making and document-
ing experiences to share with others. The data reported in this study highlight the
purposeful, authentic nature of early literacy learning in preschools.
Third, results of this study indicate that the literacy learning activities selected
were reflective of how teachers conceptualised early literacy teaching and learning
with clear, close links to the use of particular activities, ensuring outcomes were
achieved. This reveals an alignment of theory and practice that translates into
intentional teaching. The analysis of teachers’ definitions of literacy, while often
showing preference for either a cognitive or social orientation to literacy, resulted in
practice where skill development was nested within authentic contexts. Skill-based
examples from the data include letter learning around children’s names and
developing phonological awareness in the context of singing songs and rhymes.
However, more prevalent was a social orientation with an emphasis on meaningful
interaction and communication as evident in cooking, construction and labelling
activities. No matter how early literacy was positioned, the practice observed here
was engaging, enjoyable, purposeful and rich with meaning providing a solid
platform for early literacy teaching and learning.
Conclusion
Both as teacher educators and researchers, we feel that it is important to focus our
work on observable teaching activities and identify those that inform and enhance
early literacy development. While the study reported here is limited to 14 preschool
teachers, and the focus did not consider the impact of their practice on children’s
experiences of learning literacy, what this study has found is that, for the
participating teachers, literacy is embedded in their teaching practice in differing
ways. These teachers are conscious of their role in facilitating young children’s
literacy development and enacted literacy according to their personal beliefs and
understandings about early literacy development.
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This study did not set out to evaluate or judge these teachers but rather to offer
deeper perspectives of teaching practice, with the intent of stimulating further
discussion and research which will continue to provide insights into how literacy is
conceptualised and how such views impact on teaching practice in early childhood
settings. This discussion has been missing from the professional prior to school
discourse, and with further studies adding to our understandings, there will be fruitful
implications for further professional development learning.
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Appendix 1: Teacher survey
Thank you for taking time to complete this questionnaire. In the Part A, we require you to
complete some background information. Part B asks for short answers to 11 questions that
focus on teaching and learning practice.
Part A: teacher background
1. Name:
2. Sex: Male/Female
3. How many years have you worked in the early childhood field in total?
4. What types of early childhood and other educational services have you worked in?
5. Please list all your professional qualifications.
6. What specific studies (if any) have you undertaken in relation to early childhood language
and literacy?
7. What professional development activities (e.g. in-service) have you participated in during
the past two years?
8. What professional journals (if any) inform your practice?
9. What other resources (if any) inform your understanding of language and literacy
development in early childhood?
10. Do you speak any languages other than English? YES/NO (please circle) If yes, what other
languages do you speak?
Part B: teacher knowledge and practices
1. How do you believe young children learn?
2. What is your role in young children’s learning?
3. What do you understand by the term ‘literacy’?
4. What factors impact on children’s literacy development?
5. What role (if any) do you consider you play in fostering children’s literacy development?
6. What curriculum experiences (if any) do you currently offer to foster children’s language
development?
7. What curriculum experiences (if any) do you currently offer to foster children’s reading
and writing development?
Setting Years
Kindergarten
Childcare
Family day care
Outside School Hours care
Nanny
Primary School
Other  please specify
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8. What resources (if any) are currently available for children in your group(s) to experiment
with (a) language (b) reading and (c) writing?
9. How do you evaluate children’s literacy development?
10. What role (if any) do you consider parents play in helping children learn to read and write?
What ways (if any) is information shared between you and parents about children’s enjoyment
and skills in reading and writing?
Appendix 2. teacher interview
1. For each video extract:
(i) What is the purpose of this particular experience?
Prompt What guided you on the selection of the text for the reading experience?
(ii) What strategies are you using here to support children’s (a) language (b) reading
and/or (c) writing?
(iii) How often do you use these strategies?
(iv) Why are these strategies important in fostering children’s literacy development?
(v) How effective are these strategies in fostering children’s literacy development?
(vi) What other strategies do you use for this same purpose?
2. What informs your planning for literacy?
3. What role do your observations play in this?
4. How useful has this research process been to your reflections on literacy teaching and
learning?
5. What information and resources could be developed to support your practice?
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